Introduction

The problem
Depending on the author and the linguistic trend, simultaneity in signed languages can have a phonological, morphological, syntactic or semantic explanation (Miller 1994; Emmorey 2002; Sandler 1999; Wilbur 2000; Cuxac 2000) . In this chapter I propose an analysis that is both morphological and semantic, in terms of semiotic intentionality. Depending on what the signer wants to express and how she wants to do it, she will use a more or less illustrative intent 1 and always reserve the possibility of going from one intent to another. I follow the model proposed by Cuxac (2000) for the analysis of signed languages, in particular for French Sign Language (LSF). The model gives a great deal of importance to iconic phenomena in signed languages. To justify the vast amount of iconicity present in signed languages, in contrast to the phenomena observed in spoken languages, Cuxac proposes a cognitive linguistic explanation: there tends to be less iconicity in frozen signs 2 for reasons of linguistic economy (Frishberg 1975 ), on the contrary, iconicity is fully maintained for Highly Iconic Structures 3 (HIS).
To begin this chapter, I present the articulators 4 I take into account in LSF, i.e. the parts of the body considered significant for sign formation. There is eye gaze, the two hands, facial expression, mouth movements (mouthing of the spoken word or mouth gestures accompanying HIS) and possibly body posture. In this type of analysis of a signed language, the relative hierarchy between the articulators should Page 2 of 38 be noted, with the pre-eminence of eye gaze. It is in fact eye gaze that governs interaction, creates space, time and person reference and ultimately helps distinguish whether a given sign is uttered with the intent of showing (i.e. HIS) or not (frozen sign), according to Cuxac (2000) and Sallandre & Cuxac (2002) .
Taking all body articulators into account means that no particular emphasis is given to the hands.
For the definition of simultaneous constructions, I follow Miller (1994) and discuss his work in the light of Cuxac's model. For Miller (1994:133) , a simultaneous construction is a grouping of signs in which: a) distinct lexical elements are produced independently and simultaneously in autonomous channels, and b) these elements are bound together in some kind of syntactic relationship.
He continues, noting that:
Within simultaneous constructions, two major types can be distinguished. The first involves the fully simultaneous production of distinct signs. The second type involves holding a handshape forming part of one sign while the other hand simultaneously produces different signs.
According to Miller (1994:133) , the term 'construction' with reference to simultaneous structures in signed language is important, since the different meaningful elements of these structures can be independent, but are always related (never existing at random).
Iconicity in signed languages
Iconicity is a theoretical notion in both spoken and signed languages. The most common form of iconicity in signed language is imagistic but can be completed by diagrammatic iconicity (Haiman 1985) . Imagistic iconicity is a natural resemblance between the sign and the object it refers to in the world (Fischer & Nänny 2001) .
Diagrammatic iconicity is a type of syntactic iconicity and is present in signed languages in the creation of space, time and person references as well as in the order of signs in the utterance. Most signed language specialists focus on the imagistic iconicity of these languages (for example, Cuxac (1985; 2000) and Jouison (1995) for LSF; Klima & Bellugi (1979 ), Wilcox (2000 and Taub (2001) for American Sign Language; Pizzuto & Volterra (2000) for Italian Sign Language;
and other signed languages). However, some researchers have also looked at diagrammatic iconicity (for example, Engberg-Pedersen (1993) for Danish Sign Language, Risler (2000) , Cuxac (2003) , Sallandre (2003) for LSF; Pietrandrea & Russo (2004) for Italian Sign Language).
The data
The examples in this chapter are taken from two corpora. First, I used the database of the LS-COLIN project 5 that includes ninety LSF monologues by thirteen Deaf adult signers in several genres: narratives, explanations (cooking recipes), discussions of current events (The switch from the franc to the euro in 2002; September 11 th , 2001) , and linguistics. The examples studied here are selected from all these genres except the last one. The two simple narratives produced from an elicitation task using picture sequences, The Horse Story and The Cat Story (Hickmann 2003) have been extensively commented on in language acquisition research and, more recently, recorded in some signed languages. 6 The first story is about a horse that wants to jump over a fence to join a cow on the other side and falls. The second story is about a cat that climbs a tree to devour little birds in their nest. The second video corpus -Temporality 7 -involves one Deaf signer and was created to allow study of some aspects of the LSF temporal system.
Outline in three parts
In the first part of this chapter, I briefly present Cuxac's model for LSF and the three main categories of transfers he developed: 'transfers of form and size'
(showing and describing the form or size of an object, without any process involved); 'situational transfers' (showing a situation as if one saw the scene from a distance) and 'transfers of person' (with processes and roles). 
Highly Iconic Structures and transfer operations
Highly Iconic Structures are not discrete signs but whole structures. In HIS, the signer gives an imagistic reconstitution of experience. The demonstrative dimension can be activated at any moment through showing and imitating (as if one were the person one is speaking about, whatever her actions might be).
Transfer operations include the entire range of Highly Iconic Structures. They are mental operations which aim to identify forms and roles of discourse. The three main transfers (Cuxac 1985; Sallandre & Cuxac, 2002 ) are defined below:
1. 'Transfers of form and size' (TF) describe the objects or persons according to their size or form (no process or role involved) and the object is described by means of proforms. Gaze is oriented towards the hands, and facial expression specifies the form. 
Transfers of person
In transfers of person, as mentioned before, the signer 'disappears' and 'becomes' a protagonist in the discourse (any entity: human, animal or thing). Her gestures correspond to the gestures made by the character she is referring to and whose place she has taken. As such, the signer can embody a little boy, a horse, a tree and Page 6 of 38 so on. These types of extremely iconic structures can be divided into different This is why I decided to analyze them in previous studies (Sallandre 2001; and to focus on them in this chapter.
In international signed language literature, transfers of person are often considered as 'role playing'; they allow different 'points of view' to be expressed (Poulin & Miller 1995) . Engberg-Pedersen (1995) analyzes some phenomena in Danish Sign
Language that can be used to express a specific point of view. She talks about 'shifts' and 'perspectives', using the term 'role shifting', which has been used to describe how signers take on a referent's identity in certain types of signing.
However in this case the term 'shifts' refers only to reported speech (direct and indirect discourse) and focuses on the pronominal system. In my description of LSF narratives (Sallandre 2003), I found a sub-group of categories that covers this and called it 'personal transfers with reported speech' (PT rs). This means that the signer has assumed the role of a character and that this character is speaking to one or more other characters. To do this, she can use frozen signs, cultural gestures, pointings or even transfers. In other words, the signer can once again draw on the whole range of LSF categories with or without an illustrative intent. 10 In fact, not all categories of transfers of person are reported speech, but the reverse seems to hold true: reported speech can be produced only with transfers. Lastly, the terms 'blend' and 'surrogate' used by Liddell (1998; would be very appropriate in dealing with cognitive operations like transfers of person.
Proforms, transfers and property markers, rather than classifiers
Page 7 of 38 Miller (1994) notes that in the signed language literature, the notion of simultaneity often appears in relation to constructions with classifiers. Since the notion of classifier is close to that of iconicity (at least in terms of motivation), simultaneity should have pride of place in Cuxac's model. But Cuxac (2000; doesn't use the notion of classifier because he thinks that the concept of classifier does not hold sufficiently account of the iconicity of the LSF and is not adapted to its description.
Briefly stated, the common characteristic of the different types of classifiers identified in spoken languages is that they differentiate between entities on the basis of semantically defined classes (Craig 1986 (1960)). Later, Cuxac (2000) explicitly deals with simultaneity, identifying two 'intents': simultaneity with or without illustrative intent, i. The clausal border can be indicated in different ways (Cuxac 2000:242) :
The non-dominant hand is a numeral adjective (1, 2, etc. up to 5).
•
The non-dominant hand performs the sign meaning there.
The non-dominant hand is in a highly iconic configuration, i.e. a proform. The non-dominant hand is held stationary, while the dominant hand produces the frozen sign(s) (core sign of the clause).
Simultaneity in Highly Iconic Structures (illustrative intent)
Following this theoretical summary, I explore simultaneity in LSF discourse drawing on Cuxac's two types of intent and offering several LSF examples.
Examples are taken from the two corpora described in the introduction and analyzed via simultaneity of articulators. 
Simple transfers
Simple transfers are constructions that do not combine several transfers (section 3.2) nor do they combine the two intents simultaneously (section 4.4). As such, transfers of size and shape, and situational and personal transfers are termed 'simple'. Two examples are presented in this section (Figures 2 and 3 ).
The first example ( Figure 2 ) shows a situational transfer of a cat climbing a tree. It is an excerpt from the Cat Story, from the LS-COLIN Corpus. In this situational transfer, the two hands convey a different meaning and serve a different grammatical function: a) the dominant hand is the agent of the scene (a cat, with proforms 'X' following action of climbing); b) the non-dominant hand is a stable locative place (a tree); c) the eye gaze follows the dominant hand, and d) the facial expression is that of the agent involved in this process. Figure 2 here @@ Insert Table 1 here The second example ( Figure 3) shows a personal transfer of pie dough that has previously been rolled-out with a cook's rolling pin. As shown in Table 2 , all the Page 11 of 38 articulators are used, allowing the signer to embody the dough. Another part of the body that needs to be added here is the torso acting as an articulator. The torso represents part of the 'dough' entity and is therefore a meaningful articulator. It is the pertinent use of the torso that creates the meaning 'rolled out dough', implying rolled out over its whole surface, its whole 'being' and creates a comical effect.
@@ Insert
It is relatively common for the torso to have semantic value in personal transfers, which are constructions that involve the signer's whole body. Generally speaking, all the upper parts of the body can become articulators and, as a result, they then take on a morphological and semantic value. Figure 3 here @@ Insert Table 2 here Table 3 here
In combined transfers: double transfers
In the second example ( Figure 5 ), a description of the recipe for making apple pie, the signer simultaneously embodies the apple and the cook who cuts the apple up.
The signer is again using a double transfer, but it is structured differently than in the previous example. His head, facial expression, eye gaze and the rest of his body represent the patient, the 'apple', with a personal transfer. His dominant hand acts as the agentive 'cook' who is cutting the apple with a knife. His non-dominant hand does not fulfill any function. The particularly interesting feature of this example is the two functions performed by the signer's head: it is both patient in a personal transfer (conventional function) and the locative of the situational transfer (original function, possible thanks to the similarity of the signer's oval head and the shape of the apple). 13 His head also functions as the locus that the cook acts on.
Accordingly, this can be termed double simultaneity: simultaneity between articulators and simultaneity of the 'head' articulator occupying two semantic functions. Figure 5 here @@ Insert Table 4 here
@@ Insert
Synthesis
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As shown above, transfer structures are made up of internal morphemic elements, based on a very intense multilinear and paradigmatic semaniticization of the body:
the paradigm includes eye gaze, facial expressions, movements of the face and manual gestures. The manual gestures are in turn composed of morphemic elements 14 that can not be performed in isolation: paradigms of hand configurations, their orientation in space, their location (on the body or in space), and paradigms of the movement(s) they make.
Simultaneity in frozen signs, pointing and mouthing (non-illustrative intent)
Two simultaneous frozen signs
I would now like to discuss constructions without illustrative intent using two examples ( Figures 6 and 7) . The first example ( Figure 6 ) shows two simultaneous frozen signs, with the first sign held. The signer, who is at the beginning of explaining his recipe, warns the audience that he really is not a great cook. To do this, he first produces the sign CHEF with his dominant hand. He performs this sign emphatically (smile, negative mouth gesture and raised eyebrows) and pauses for a while after the sign, which allows him to introduce the theme. Then, at the same time as he maintains the location and configuration of the first sign, his nondominant hand performs the sign NO, which allows him to make a comment on the first sign. This type of construction, also found in LSQ (Miller 1994) , allows the signer to comment on a theme economically (without having to repeat the first sign or to say explicitly that he is going to comment on something). This is possible only with one handed signs. Figure 6 here @@ Insert Table 5 here
@@ Insert
The second example ( Figure 7 ) is an excerpt from the LS-COLIN corpus on the @@ Insert Figure 7 here @@ Insert Table 6 here This example illustrates the possibility of using oral components in addition to the body as a linguistic channel, as also discussed by Miller (1994) for LSQ, where first, both channels encode the same lexical information, and then they go on to encode two items of lexical information independently.
In this connection, Emmorey (2002:39) gives a clear definition of the 'mouth patterns' which are produced simultaneously with manual signs in several signed languages:
Mouth gestures refer to mouth activity that is unrelated to spoken words, whereas mouthing refers to the production of a spoken word (or a part of a word), usually without voice, while simultaneously producing a corresponding manual sign or signs.
In LSF, mouth gestures are produced in HIS (for example to describe the size of an object), but mouthing is only observed with frozen signs (never with HIS, except in personal transfers with reported speech). This is an additional argument in favor of Table 7 here
Simultaneity combining both intents
The last example in this chapter ( Figure 9 Table 8 here
Conclusion
In this chapter I have attempted to show how the simultaneity of articulators is exercised in numerous constructions in LSF. Whether the transfer is simple, combined, or simultaneously expressing two intents, or whether two lexical signs are produced together, morphological and semantic simultaneity does exist. The first group of examples demonstrated illustrative intent, which mostly draws on imagistic iconic resources. In contrast, the second group of examples demonstrate non-illustrative intent and uses both imagistic and diagrammatic iconic resources.
For example in Figure 8 , the signer uses the signing space to refer to an actual space (the schedule on paper, i.e. imagistic iconicity) that he uses in turn to create two distinct sets of references: space (the museum and the university) and time
Page 17 of 38 (Monday and Friday), (i.e. diagrammatic iconicity). As such, these two types of iconicity merged together allow articulator simultaneity in LSF. More specifically, the small amount of imagistic iconicity characteristic of oral languages possibly explains the small amount of articulator simultaneity usually observed in them.
Accordingly, it can be stated that iconicity and structure are compatible, in particular for the analysis of signed languages. In signed languages, signers resort to simultaneity of articulators for reasons of linguistic economy. Lastly, based on these observations of LSF discourse, I suggest referring to the concept of multilinearity of articulators rather than seeing an opposition between simultaneity and sequentiality. Table 1 : Description of Figure 2 Page 31 of 38 Figure 3 Page 32 of 38 Table 3 : Description of Figure 4 Page 33 of 38 Table 4 : Description of Figure 5 Page 34 of 38 Table 5 : Description of Figure 6 Page 35 of 38 Table 8 : Description of Figure 9 
